consistent with all his previous accounts of the event,
as stated above.

The issues raised in this contention have already been
thoroughly explored and Eound contrary to respondent's views.
Respondent's animus is apparent.  Complainant engaged in a
protected activity.  He was transferred for that activity*

Contention No. 7:

Mr. Cothern was an operations supervisor,  Mr. Torres was a
maintenance supervisor.  Mr. Cothern can hardly be charged
with knowledge of instructions given by supervisors in other
departments.  Furthermore, Cothern's instructions were
consistent with those given by Torres: contact the highest
responsible person on the job before calling off the
property.

I disagree with respondent's initial statement.  A management
supervisor should have knowledge of a written company safety
memorandum.  Further, particularly in matters relating to safety,
he should know how unsupervised workers handle safety complaints.

The second statement in contention No, 7 has already been
discussed.

Contention No. 8:

The Order confuses Haro's reassignment from dump mechanic to
maintenance mechanic (underground) to maintenance mechanic
(surface).  Mr. Zerga granted Mr. Haro's request for the
latter reassignment because of the Helmer accident.

The parties have stipulated on Haro's damages.  No purpose
can be served by exploring this issue.

After considering the record and for the reasons stated
herein I conclude that complainant's claim of discrimination
arising from the B.O. car incident should be affirmed.

Stipulation Concerning Damages

The parties, by their respective counsel/ in a written
stipulation agreed that if a final order finding unlawful
discrimination is to be issued an accurate computation of the
amounts to which complainant would be entitled are as follows:

Back pay                      $3,219.71

Interest                        2 ,099.36

Attorney fees              5,644.52
Compromise of

Special Damages             361. 20

137ation of Mr. Cothern arose out of Haro's choosing
